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HISTORIC PRESERVATION DIVISION, 2™ FLOOR CITY HALL

HISTORIC DISTRICTS REVIEW BOARD HEARING

TUESDAY, August 26, 2014 at 5:30 P.M.

CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS

CALL TO ORDER

ROLL CALL

T 0w

APPROVAL OF AGENDA

APPROVAL OF MINUTES: August 12,2014
FINDINGS OF FACT & CONCLUSIONS OF LAW
Case #H-12-103
Case #H-13-100

Case #H-14-059
Case #H-14-061

421 Apodaca Hill

603 Garcia Street

331 Sanchez Street

241 Delgado Street

Case #H-14-062  918-F Acequia Madre
Case #H-14-064 522 Johnson Lane

Case #H-14-065 200 West de Vargas Street

BUSINESS FROM THE FLOOR

ACTION ITEMS

Case #H-14-067
Case #H-14-068
Case #H-14-069
Case #H-14-070
Case #HH-14-060
Case #H-14-063
Case #H-14-066

14 Montoya Circle

525 % Palace Avenue
1005 East Alameda Street
644 Canyon Road #4
1212 %2 Canyon Road
1150 Camino Cacto

418 & 422 Abeyta Street

1. Case #H-14-032. 929 Canyon Road. Downtown & Eastside Historic District. Caliente Properties, agent for
Dwight & Louise Gonzales, owners, proposes to construct a 3,306 sq, ft. single-family residence to a height of 16°6”

where the maximum allowable height is 17’ on a vacant lot. (David Rasch).

. Case #H-14-048. 436 W. San Francisco Street. Westside-Guadalupe Historic District. Tim Curry/Design Solutions,

agent for Rick Hardin, owner, proposes to remodel the courtyard of a significant commercial property including the
construction of an 10" high pergola with a fireplace and a banco and altering and constructing yardwalls and fences.

{David Rasch).

. Case #H-11-105. 237 & 239 East de Vargas Street. Downtown & Eastside Historic District. Duty & Germanas

Architects, agent for El Castillo Retirement Residence, owner, proposes to paint or screen roof-mounted mechanical
equipment and to screen a hot box with a coyote fence and gate on a contributing commercial structure. An
exception is requested to exceed the maximum allowable height to construct sereening to block public view of

rooftop appurtenances (Section 14-5.2(D){9)). (David Rasch).
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4. Case #H-14-030. 1049 and 1051 Camino San Acacio. Downtown & Eastside Historic District. Gabriel Browne,
agent/owner, Proposes to remodel a non-contributing structure, including increasing the height to 21’ on a sloping
site where the maximum allowable height is 15'11”, A height exception is requested (Section 14-5.2(D)(9)). (David
Rasch).

5. Case #H-14-031. 607 Webber Street. Don Gaspar Area Historic District. Stephen Machen, agent for Stephen and
Meredith Machen, owners, proposes to install solar panels on the pitched roof of a non-statused property. An
exception is requested to install publicly-visible rooftop appurtenances (Section 14-5.2 (D)(3) and (HX1XC)). (David
Rasch).

6. Case #H-14-073. 918 C Acequia Madre. Downtown and Eastside District. Martinez Architect Studio, agent for
David Muck and Cole Martelli, owner, proposes to construct a 3,507 sq. ft. residence on a vacant lot to the
maximum allowable height of 14- 10”. (Section 14-5.2 (D)(9)) (Lisa Roach)

7. Case #H-14-074. 841 El Caminito. Downtown and Eastside District. Justin Young, agent for Ricardo Mazal,
proposes to remodel an existing non-contributing residence by constructing two portals, raising the street facing
yard wall to the maximum height of 6’ and replacing two street facing pedestrian gates. (Section 14-5.2 (D)(D).
(Lisa Roach)

8. Case #H-14-072. 637 Garcia Street. Downtown and Eastside District. Doug McDowell agent for Helen and Bill
Rogers, owners, proposes to construct a 4,015 sq. ft. residence to a height of 21’ where the maximum height is 14°6”.
A height exception is requested (Section 14-5.2 (D)(9)). (Lisa Roach)

H. COMMUNICATIONS
I MATTERS FROM THE BOARD
J. ADJOURNMENT

Cases on this agenda may be postponed to a later date by the Historic Distriets Review Board at the noticed meeting. Please contact the
Histeric Preservation Division at 955-6605 for more information regarding cases on this agenda,



SUMMARY INDEX

HISTORIC DISTRICTS REVIEW BOARD

August 26, 2014

ITEM ACTION TAKEN PAGE(S)
C. Approval of Agenda Approved as amended 1-2
D. Approval of Minutes

August 12, 2014 Approved as amended 2-3
E. Findings of Fact & Conclusions of Law Approved as amended 3-4
F. Matters from the Floor None 4
G. Action ltems
1. Case #H-14-032 Approved with conditions 4-9
929 Canyon Road
2. Case #H-14-048 Approved with conditions 9-11
436 W. San Francisco
3. Case #H-11-105 Approved with conditions 3548
237 & 239 East DeVargas Street
4. Case #H-14-030 Approved with conditions 1217
1049 & 1051 Camino San Acacio
5. Case #H-14-031 Approved with conditions 18-22
607 Webber Street
6. Case #H-14-073 Approved with conditions 23-25
918 C Acequia Madre
7 Case #H-14-074 Approved as presented 25-27
841 El Caminito
8. Case #H-14-072 Approved with conditions 27-35
637 Garcia Street
H. Communications Policy Statement 48
| Matters from the Board Discussion 48
J.  Adjournment Adjourned at 8:50 p.m. 48
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MINUTES OF THE

CITY OF SANTA FE

HISTORIC DISTRICTS REVIEW BOARD

August 26, 2014
A. CALL TO ORDER

A regular meeting of the City of Santa Fé Historic Districts Review Board was called to order by Chair
Sharon Woods on the above date at approximately 5:30 p.m. in the City Council Chambers, City Hall,
Santa Fé, New Mexico.

B. ROLL CALL
Roll Call indicated the presence of a quorum as follows:

MEMBERS PRESENT:
Ms. Sharon Woods, Chair
Mr. Bonifacio Armijo

Mr. Edmund Boniface

Mr. Frank Katz

Ms. Christine Mather

MEMBERS ABSENT:
Mr. William Powell [excused]
Ms. Cecilia Rios, Vice Chair [excused)

OTHERS PRESENT:

Mr. David Rasch, Historic Planner Supervisor
Mr. Zach Shandler, Asst. City Attomey

Ms. Lisa Roach, Senior Historic Planner

Mr. Carl Boaz, Stenographer

NOTE: All items in the Committee packet for all agenda items are incorporated herewith by
reference. The original Committee packet is on file in the Historic Planning Department.

C. APPROVAL OF AGENDA
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Ms. Mather moved to approve the agenda as presented. Mr. Boniface seconded the motion.

Mr. Armijo requested that Case #H-11-105 could be moved to be the last case.

Mr. Rasch asked that Case #H-14-065 Findings be deleted from the agenda. There were no findings
for that case because there was no hearing on it and 237 & 239 E. DeVargas was to be moved to the last
position.

In response to Chair Woods, Mr. Armijo said it was the Board's practice when things were not done
according to the Board approvals that they would be heard later in the agenda. Mr. Rasch agreed.

Mr. Boniface made a substitute motion to approve the agenda as amended. Ms. Mather
seconded the motion and it passed by unanimous voice vote.
D. APPROVAL OF MINUTES: August 12, 2014

Ms. Mather requested the following changes to the minutes of August 12, 2014:

On page 4, it should say that Ms. Mather asked if the stringers would be on the inside as opposed to
storm-windows.

On page 5 it should say that she asked if the stone would match natural stone of the pilasters.
On page 7, in Action of the Board, it should say that the tops be very muehe irregular.

On page 8, in Questions to Staff, it should say, “Ms. Mather said when the Board was there three on
the site visit.”

On page 23 it should say, “Ms. Mather asked if the glass could be neon green” (not non-green) and
was a failed joke.

On page 43, in Matters from the Board, it should say, “Ms. Mather said she would be absent from the
meetings on September 23 and October 28."

Mr. Armijo requested a change on page 13 where it should say, “Mr. Armijo explained that he would
abstain from voting because his father’s property is adjacent to that property.”

Ms. Roach requested a change on page 19 under Action of the Board where part of the motion should
say, “...per staff recommendations with the condition that elad-windews-and shutters be more Territorial in
style and that the gate be wrought iron ratural.” And later in the motion, “with nothing publicly visible on the
rooftop.”
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Mr. Boniface moved to approve the minutes of August 12, 2014 as amended. Ms. Mather
seconded the motion and it passed by unanimous voice vote except that Mr. Katz abstained.

E. FINDINGS OF FACT & CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

Case #H-12-103 421 Apodaca Hill
Case #H-13-100 603 Garcia Street
Case #H-14-059 331 Sanchez Street

Case #H-14-061

241 Delgado Street

Case #H-14-062  918-F Acequia Madre

Case #H-14-064 522 Johnson Lane
Case#H-14-065—200-West-de Vargas Street  [Deleted)
Case #H-14-067 14 Montoya Circle

Case #H-14-068 525 '; Palace Avenue

Case #H-14-069 1005 East Alameda Street

Case #H-14-070 644 Canyon Road #4

Case #H-14-060
Case #H-14-066

Case #H-14-063

1212 ‘4 Canyon Road
418 & 422 Abeyta Street

1150 Camino Cacto

Chair Woods said the Findings for Case #H-14-063 should include that Board's recommendation that
the driveway be curved. That should have been shown in the motion. It was not required but it was a
recommendation.

Mr. Shandler asked if it was the driveway or the wall.
Chair Woods said she meant to say wall, not driveway.

Chair Woods said on Case #H-12-103 at 421 Apodaca Hill, it said it was a stringer on the wall but
should have said fence instead of wall. it should also be clear that no coyote post could exceed the
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maximum height.

Mr. Shandler said on that particular case it was part of the option but if the Board wanted that as a
standard practice he could always add that.

Chair Woods encouraged the Board to be consistent about that on coyote fences.

Ms. Mather moved to approve the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law as amended. Mr.
Armijo seconded the motion and it passed by unanimous voice vote except that Mr. Katz abstained.

F. BUSINESS FROM THE FLOOR

There was no business from the floor.

G. ACTION ITEMS

1. Case #H-14-032. 929 Canyon Road. Downtown & Eastside Historic District. Caliente Properties,
agent for Dwight & Louise Gonzales, owners, proposes to construct a 3,306 sg. ft. single-family
residence to a height of 16'6” where the maximum allowable height is 17’ on a vacant lot. (Lisa
Roach).

Ms. Roach gave the staff report as follows:

BACKGROUND & SUMMARY:

929 Canyon Road is an 8,302 square foot vacant lot located behind a non-contributing residence with
street frontage on Canyon Road in the Downtown and Eastside Historic District. On August 27, 2013 the
Historic Districts Review Board {(HDRB) approved an application to demolish a non-contributing garage on
this property. On May 27, 2014, the HDRB postponed action on a proposal to construct a 3,306 square foot
single-family residence in the Spanish-Pueblo Revival Style to a height of 16'6” where the maximum
allowable height is 17”. On July 8, 2014, the HDRB postponed action on the same proposal, because the
floorplan did not match the elevations.

Now, the applicant has submitted revised plans that incorporate the Board's advice and that include a
floorplan that matches the elevations. The building will feature room-block massing with rounded corners
and edges, a decorative wooden eyebrow over the garage door, and a covered porch with corbel-like
brackets. The building will be stuccoed in a synthetic material of “Deer Skin” color with “Desert Sand” as the
trim color. Light fixtures are stated as ceramic fixtures, but designs were not submitted.

Other site improvements include the replacement of a wire fence at the west lotline with a 6' high stuccoed
yardwall, the construction of a 6' high stuccoed yardwall between the front and rear lots with a 20’ sliding
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vehicle gate of unknown material, and the relocation of vehicular access through the existing yardwall at
the street-frontage of the existing residence to the east end of the yardwall for the purposes of a shared
driveway with no gate. The existing driveway gate will be removed and the area infilled with stuccoed block
wall. This yardwall will step down to 3' high at both sides of the new vehicular access to meet driveway
visibility standards.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends approval of this application which complies with Section 14-5.2(D)(9) General Design
Standards, Height, Pitch, Scale and Massing and (E) Downtown and Eastside Historic District.

Questions to Staff

Ms. Mather asked if Ms. Roach could give a description of the decorative wooden eyebrow.

Ms. Roach said the eyebrow was located on the east elevation and that it appeared to be an exposed
wooden lintel above the garage door opening.

Ms. Mather noted on this building an instance of glass block and asked what the ordinance said about
using glass block in this district.

Ms. Roach believed it said that traditional materials will be used.
Mr. Rasch quoted from the Recent Santa Fé Style code that it was intended to retain traditional style in

material, proportion, colors and general detail.

Applicant's Presentation

Present and sworn was Mr. Avelino Moya, 5619 Mariola Place NE, Albuguerque, who said he had
nothing to add to staff report.

Questions to the Applicant

Mr. Boniface asked Mr. Moya to describe the eyebrow over the garage door, including its material,
dimensions, and how far out it extended.

Mr. Moya said it stuck out about 14." The point was to protect the garage door when it rains and for him

to install some lights pointing down there at the garage door entrance in an unobtrusive manner. That was
the point.

It would be stuccoed but with a board that appears to be a lintel but that will be hollow for the recessed
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lighting. It was an effort to keep it in the style of southwestern architecture.

Mr. Boniface asked if the vehicle gate had openings to describe them and the color of the gate.

Mr. Moya asked his contractor to address the question.

Present and sworn was Mr. Jose Gonzales, 45 Calle Volver, who said it would be an iron slider gate
with paint about 20" wide. He explained that the City required that the width be 20'.

Mr. Boniface asked about its color.

Mr. Gonzales said it would be a brown “copperish” color.

Chair Woods said the Board could not approve anything that was not shown in elevation and he would
have to return for that.

Mr. Rasch showed an elevation with the vehicle gate at the end.

Mr. Moya said it was a baked powder coat and color was called “hammered copper” to give a rustic
aged appearance.

Mr. Boniface asked if it was a dark color. Mr. Gonzales agreed.

Mr. Boniface said in the drawing it looked like it had vertical pickets.

Mr. Moya agreed. They were 2" square.

Mr. Boniface asked how far apart they would be placed.

Mr. Gonzales said they would 5" apart with a screen behind them.

Mr. Boniface asked how tall the gate would be.

Mr. Gonzales said it would be &' tall and 20’ long.

Mr. Rasch wanted to know about the screen.

Mr. Gonzales said it was an iron screen. He said he had the same gate at my home.
Mr. Moya said it was wire mesh at a quarter inch in diameter.

Mr. Boniface said the Board had a problem approving the things they couldn’t see for details. He was at

a point where if it was approved, the Board would want him to come back with drawings and more
information on the gate.
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Mr. Boniface asked if there was any rooftop mechanical equipment.
Mr. Moya said they would and it would be behind screen walls and not visible from the street.

Chair Woods asked where the screen walls were shown on the elevations and whether they were
higher than the parapet.

Mr. Moya said the equipment was low profile and would stand up no more than 2' and protected by a
screen wall and would not be visible from the street.

Chair Woods said he would have to show them on the elevations.

Mr. Moya didn’t know if they were shown.

Mr. Rasch said they were not. The Board didn’t have the roof plan.

Mr. Moya got the drawings for the roof plan but had no copies for the Board.
Mr. Rasch said the existing height was 16' 6" and the maximum height was 17'.

Chair Woods said this wasn't going to work. The Board needs to see an elevation of anything higher
than the roof.

Mr. Moya said the parapet walls were higher at any elevation than the mechanical units they had. The
parapet walls would block any view of mechanicat equipment. And beyond that, he was going to put a
screen wall around the units. So this was an accurate view of the house. He said the parapet will not be
higher than the screen walls and the equipment would not be higher than the parapets.

Chair Woods asked then why he needed screen walls.
Ms. Roach asked if the equipment would be screened by the parapet walls.

Mr. Moya explained that the equipment would be in the middle of the buiiding so he would put screen
walls around it so that for people coming from higher elevation they would not see the equipment.

Chair Woods asked if the screen walls were higher than the parapet.

Mr. Moya said no and the screen walls would be stuccoed. The other reason for screen walls was to
protect the units.

Mr. Armijo asked if on the portal there was exposed wood with a carved out pattern on the corbels,
posts and beam and the same with the garage header.
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Mr. Moya said they were solid wood with no pattern; no carvings.

Ms. Mather asked about the use of glass block. She thought she saw one entire window of glass block
on the north elevation. She asked if the two little ones were also glass block.

Mr. Moya said it was a shower inside and he could delete it if necessary.
Ms. Mather said in this district it was not harmonious.

Chair Woods asked if there was any other glass block besides the north elevation.

Mr. Moya said there were some high up in the kitchen and he could delete those too. It was whatever
the Board wanted him to do.

Ms. Mather said there were little light fixtures by the doors and wondered what was planned.

Mr. Moya said they would be ceramic scones stucco colored to match and with the light shining down.

Ms. Mather said the Board would probably ask that those be brought to staff.

Mr. Armijc asked what the stucco would be.

Mr. Moya said the stucco was Bar X, Deerskin. The sample was in the packet.

Mr. Gonzales clarified that the stucco was produced by El Rey and it was like STO.

Chair Woods had a concern with the 2x6 framing and wanted to know about the inset of the windows.
She was concerned about that reveal since there was no trim and they were rolling the stucco in. She didn't
know how big the jambs were with a 2x6 wall.

Mr. Moya asked if it was on the inside or outside.

Chair Woods said she was asking about outside.

Mr. Moya said the windows were thick but they framed the window opening with 2x4 so they would
have some reveal and a recess of 2" into the building.

Mr. Rasch thought 2" was a good minimum.
Chair Woods suggested regarding the eyebrow on the garage to either bring it in from the sides with

corbels so it looks like it has support or thicken the face and bring the garage door in. You are showing 14"
out all the way across and it doesn’t show the door recessed in.
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She asked Mr. Moya if he would be wiliing to consider one of those options since it was like a cantilever
now.

Mr. Moya acknowledged that the lintel and side pieces were sort of popped out from the building itself.
The side pieces would go down at the same elevation of the door. He said they could put the wall up above
it flush and recess the door.

Chair Woods said that would be okay.

Chair Woods reviewed the items discussed: Glass blocks, light fixtures to staff, screen wall not above
parapets, garage door recessed into fagade, and the concerns with gate design.

Public Comment

There were no public comments concerning this case.

Action of the Board

Ms. Mather moved to approve Case #H-14-032 at 929 Canyon Road with the foliowing
conditions:

That any light fixtures be brought to staff for review and approval;

That the garage doors not have an eyebrow but be recessed;

That the vehicle gate design be brought to staff with details for review and approval;
That there be no visible rooftop appurtenances;

That the screen walls not be higher than the parapet;

That all glass block be deleted from the project.

o wN =

r. Armijo seconded the motion and asked for a friendly amendment:
That they recess the doors and windows a minimum of 2. Ms. Mather accepted the
amendment as friendly and the motion passed by unanimous voice vote.

N=

2. Case #H-14-048. 436 W. San Francisco Street. Westside-Guadalupe Historic District. Tim
Curry/Design Solutions, agent for Rick Hardin, owner, proposes to remodel the courtyard of a
significant commercial property including the construction of a 10" high pergola with a fireplace and
a banco and altering and constructing yardwalls and fences. {David Rasch).

Mr. Rasch gave the staff report as follows:

BACKGROUND & SUMMARY:
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436 West San Francisco Street is a commercial property that was constructed in a vernacular manner
at approximately 1850. The building is listed as significant to the Westside-Guadalupe Historic District.
Concrete block and stone walls were constructed at an unknown date.

On July, 8, 2014, the HDRB postponed action pending redesign that is simpler and smaller and
incorporates suggestions from Board members who requested that the proposal should not overwhelm the
site with the significant building. Now, the applicant proposes to remodel the property with the following six
items.

1. A 938 (reduced from 1,350} square foot pergola will be constructed to 10’ (reduced from 11°) high
in the southeast courtyard. The pergola will be constructed with an oiled wooden superstructure
with bronze colored metal cladding carried on eleven stone bases.

2. Arock fireplace and banco will be constructed at the southeast comer of the pergola to a height of
11' 8" (Reduced from 15').

3. The 5 high north lotline yardwall will be stuccoed and an iron pedestrian gate will be installed in a
larger wall opening.

4. The 5'high stuccoed east lotline yardwall will be increased in height to 6' where the maximum
allowable height is 8'.

5. The concrete block south lotline wall will be stuccoed. The existing east side pedestrian opening
will be flanked by stone pilasters. A new pedestrian gate and steps will be installed to enter the
pergola area from the south.

6. Other hardscaping alterations include removing the steps o the south end of the portal, removing
the steps near the east end of the stone wall, and constructing a banco on the south elevation of
the building.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends approval of this application which complies with Section 14-5.2(D) General Design
Standards, Height Pitch Scale and Massing and (I} Westside-Guadalupe Historic District.

Questions to Staff

Ms. Mather thought the fireplace was stuccoed and the base and banco were of river rock.
Mr. Rasch said the applicant could clarify that.

Ms. Mather asked if there was any concrete paving.
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Mr. Rasch thought there might be. If so, that would come under number 6, hardscaping.

Applicant’s Presentation

Present and sworn was Mr. Tim Curry, 1415 West Alameda, who wanted o clarify that the fireplace
would be stuccoed and just a minor issue that the entry would be from the north side where there were two
existing pilasters that he planned to raise 4".

Chair Woods thanked Mr. Curry for being responsive to the Board's concems.

Mr. Curry said he appreciated the Board's comments and thought they had a better project now.

Questions to the Applicant

Mr. Boniface asked where he was putting the metal cladding on the superstructure.

Mr. Curry said at the top of the carrier beams there was a low profile bronze cladding to prevent
deterioration and then the pergola's lattice on top with about a one-inch drep bronze cladding.

Mr. Boniface asked what the color of the iron gate would be.

Mr. Curry said it would be dark bronze.

Mr. Boniface asked if the window on the left in the photograph with white trim would be removed.
Mr. Curry said it would not.

Ms. Mather asked about the stucco color.

Mr. Curry said it would be the same as the existing color.

Ms. Mather asked if they would have any concrete walkways.

Mr. Curry said it would be flagstone and on the stairs as well - river rock for risers and flagstone for
steps.

Public Comment

There were no speakers from the public regarding this case.
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Action of the Board

Mr. Boniface moved to approve Case #H-14-048 at 436 W. San Francisco Street as presented
with the condition that the paving and steps be flagstone. Ms. Mather seconded the motion and it
passed by unanimous voice vote.

3. Case #H-11-105. 237 & 239 East de Vargas Street. Downtown & Eastside Historic District. Duty
& Germanas Architects, agent for El Castillo Retirement Residence, owner, proposes to paint or
screen roof-mounted mechanical equipment and to screen a hot box with a coyote fence and gate
on a contributing commercial structure. An exception is requested to exceed the maximum
allowable height to construct screening to block public view of rooftop appurtenances (Section 14-
5.2(D)(9)). (David Rasch).

The Board considered this case at the end.

4. Case #H-14-030. 1049 and 1051 Camino San Acacio. Downtown & Eastside Historic District.
Gabriel Browne, agent/owner, proposes to remodel a non-contributing structure, including
increasing the height to 21’ on a sloping site where the maximum allowable height is 15'11". A
height exception is requested (Section 14-5.2(D)(9)). (David Rasch).

Mr. Rasch gave the staff report as follows:

BACKGROUND & SUMMARY:

1049 and 1051 Camino San Acacio is a duplex that is listed as contributing to the Downtown &
Eastside Historic District. The building was originally constructed as an approximately 950 square foot "L"-
shaped three-room adobe in the early 20 century. At approximately 1950, a one room addition was
constructed on the north elevation. In the mid to late 1960s, a two-story addition was constructed on the
north elevation of the 1950 addition. Finally, two portals were constructed on the front elevation of the
original building at a non-historic date. On May 13, 2014, the HDRB downgraded the histeric status of the
building from contributing to non-contributing to the Downtown & Eastside Historic District.

The applicant proposes to remode! the property with the following four items.

1. The building will be increased in height and the roof will be changed from a flat roof to a pitched roof.
There are more than 50% of the buildings with pitches in the streetscape, so a pitch is allowed. The
proposed building will be 21' 6" high which exceeds the maximum allowable height of 15" 11" on a sloping
site. The applicant requests 4 additional feet of height due to slope and requests a height exception for the
approximately 1' 6" additional height proposed and the exception criteria responses are at the end of this
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report. The pitch will be finished with rust-colored standing seam.

2. The two existing portals on the front elevations will be removed and replaced with a 47 square foot
portal with a pitched roof.

3. New windows will be aluminum-clad, simulated divided-lite in a dark bronze color.

4. Foam insulation will be installed and the building will be restuccoed with EI Rey cementitious
‘Madeira".

EXCEPTION TO EXCEED THE MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE HEIGHT

{I) Do not damage the character of the streetscape

The proposed design does not damage the character of the streetscape it enhances it by resolving the
awkward and top-heavy proportions of the existing fagade. Section 5.2 of Chapter 14 allows for a street
facing fagade 16’ tall as proposed in this design, so this exception only allows, in this streetscape, what is
already allowed by other sections of the code.

Staff response: Staff agrees with this statement.

(i) Prevent a hardship to the applicant or an injury to the public welfare

Allowing the additional one foot of height simultaneously prevents a hardship to the applicant and an injury
to the public welfare. The additional foot allows for a properly proportioned street fagade, and also allows
for the preservation of the historic walls, and vigas. If the roof form had to be lowered by one foot to meet
the height requirement, this important historic material would have to be removed.

Staff response: Staff does not agree with this statement.

(iii) Strengthen the unique heterogeneous character of the city by providing a full range of design options to
ensure that residents can continue to reside within the historic districts

The proposed design strengthens the unique heterogeneous character of the city by allowing a historically
appropriate solution to the design problem.

Staff response: Staff does not agree with this statement.

(iv) Are due to special conditions and circumstances which are peculiar to the land or structure involved
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and which are not applicable to other lands or structures in the related streetscape

This property is about 125’ deep and less than 16" wide at its narrowest point with about 15" of drop across
the length of the property. The lot was created prior to the 1950's. The historic structure on the property is
a long thin home running perpendicular to the contours. These specific circumstances and conditions are
unique and peculiar to this property. Even though the proposed street fagade on the 1049 Camino San
Acacio property. Is only 9'-6” tall, the 11'-6" of drop across the property create a unigue situation where an
otherwise reasonable massing which steps down the hillside exceeds the 20’ overall height limitation by
one foot. A design solution which met the 20" height limitation would inflict permanent and lasting harm on
important historic materials and qualities of the home.

Staff response: Staff does not agree with this statement.
(v) Are due to special conditions and circumstances which are not a result of the actions of the applicant

The long, narrow and steep sloping site, the historic massing of the structure, and the location of the home
on the site are all conditions of the land which date back to the 1950’s or prior, and are not the result of
actions of the applicant.

Staff response: Staff agrees with this statement.

(vi) Provide the least negative impact with respect to the purpose of this section as set forth in Subsection
14-5.2(A)(1)

A minimal 1" height exception will allow an awkward and ill proportioned building to come into line in a

historically appropriate way, thus allowing the least negative impact to the overall purpose of section 14-5.2
as described in 14-5.2(A)(1).

Staff response: Staff does not agree with this statement.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff finds that the height exception criteria have not been met and otherwise recommends
approval of this application which complies with Section 14-5.2(E) Downtown & Eastside Historic District.

Questions to Staff

Ms. Mather asked if their exception request would then be to exceed the height if the Board gave
them 4' for slope.
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Mr. Rasch agreed. Their exception request was only for 1.5".
Ms. Mather asked why he did not accept the criteria for an exception.

Mr. Rasch said he felt the pitched roof could be lowered. There were other solutions possible that
wouldn't require that 1.5 more height.

Chair Woods asked about the roof material.

Mr. Rasch said it would be a rust colored standing seam roof.

Mr. Katz said on the added 4' discretionary height, the slope went from front to back so from the
road, looking downhill makes it look substantially higher than it currently is. He asked if it didn’t matter

whether the slope was up hill or downhill.

Mr. Rasch agreed. The downhill side was where the exception was needed. It was almost like a
height exception down, not up.

Mr. Katz asked what the height was at the upper portion.

Mr. Rasch said it was 15' feet and that was lower than maximum height of 15' 11". The downhill
height proposed was 21' 6",

Applicant’s Presentation

Present and sworn was Mr. Gabriel Browne, 1012 Marquez Place, #310-B, who said they had a
number of issues.

Far the height exception, he tried to maintain the original vigas and put the new pitched roof above
them. He was not averse to lowering it but wanted to maintain the original material. Lowering it would
require remaving several courses of adobe and the original vigas in the structure.

The other issue was a little conflict at zoning and thought they would have resolved it. But at the
last minute, Mr. Rasch asked him to prepare a revision and the Board now had that revision.

Mr. Browne visited with Mr. Vigil, who was a contractor and worked on both houses and still
maintains the adjacent property. He wondered about the pitch of the roof. It was typical northern New
Mexico style. But they had an 8" encroachment of the 14" overhang. Mr. Vigil was okay with it and signed
off on the zero lot line affidavit which the Zoning Department wanted.
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But then Mr. Vigil's son decided he was uncomfortable with that detail so Mr. Browne brought two
alternative designs to the meeting that would not have an overhang on that property [attached to these
minutes as Exhibit 1].

Chair Woods said he couldn't have an encroaching overhang and Zoning wouldn't approve that.

Mr. Browne agreed and he had agreed to take care of it if he got historic approval. Either way, the
neighbor had the right to say that wasn't okay so he brought a new design.

He provided a Power Point that Mr. Rasch projected for Mr. Browne.

Questions to the Applicant

Mr. Boniface asked what the pitch was.

Mr. Browne said it was 9 and 12. He identified the overhang in the first design and showed it as cut

off flush with an intemal gutter in the alternate design. The second design didn’t have a pitched roof on the
front.

He explained that his intent was to make it look like one structure again. It was two different colors
and chopped off so the strong roof form would tie it all together and have snow clips on the roof. But, if the
Board preferred, he would eliminate pitched mass on the front.

Chair Woods was having a hard time seeing how it integrated. It didn’t seem like it was working.
She wondered if he had done this design too quickly.

Mr. Browne said he did this last week after hearing from the neighbor's son that his design was not
acceptable. The proportions of the roof bring it down. He didn’t want to make the front any shorter - it was
9" now and it would have less ceiling height.

He said he was open to the Board's thoughts or suggestions but if the Board are saying they didn't
like it, he would respond accordingly.

Chair Woods said she wasn't saying that but just didn’t understand the intersection of how it all
would come together.

Mr. Browne was not sure how else to describe it. A roof plan would have helped. The L shaped

roof was originally turned toward San Acacio and now goes the other way. It essentially becomes a hip at
the corner.

Chair Woods understood it goes back but there was a vertical coming down.
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Mr. Browne said this was the overhang beyond the wall so it goes from no overhang to a little
overhang and looks like a vertical. He would slide it back until it hit the 45.

Mr. Katz asked what the neighbor thought of the hidden gutter.
Mr. Browne said he hadn't shared it with the neighbor.

Ms. Mather appreciated his desire to integrate it but saw that the original two-story part was not
integrated into this design at all with a strange roofline and very different windows. It really looked like
something that was just stuck onto the rear of this building. She was confused why he didn't take that into
consideration.

Mr. Browne said he had budget and motivation to do 2/3 of his house and didn't know that to do
with the 2-story part. He would be coming back to the Board at some time in the future and would try to at
least make it more handsome. But now, he didn’t have the time, or the budget or any idea about it.

Chair Woods said cutting the overhang off made it worse with a cut off pitch in the middle. She
asked if he might want the Board to postpone this case to give him more time to consider it further. She
also didn't know if the Board was comfortable with the contemporary detail.

Mr. Browne said that was only 30" high and maybe a coyote fence would hide it. This was the best
solution that was possible withaut having to ask his neighbor. Right now he didn’t hear another option. It
really was nearly invisible and maintained all the massing that improves the building and makes it better.

Mr. Rasch said he could consider a flat roof.

Mr. Browne agreed but he felt the pitched roof really drew it all together.

Mr. Armijo said the Board had too many options to look at. He was not sure it was the Board’s job

to go through all those changes. And until Mr. Browne worked out a decision with the neighbor to resolve
the zero lot line he couldn’t resolve the design.

Mr. Browne said the zero lot line was resolved originally and now it wasn't and he had to scramble. The
original scheme had a zoning agreement and he thought he had the neighbor's agreement. He apologized
but he needed the Board's feedback. He just needed more guidance and was glad to do what needed to be
done with this historic building.

Chair Woods asked if this was for the applicant's home. Mr. Browne agreed.

Mr. Katz was comfortable with the hidden gutter and didn't know if he had to consult with his neighbor.

Public Comment
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There were no speakers from the public regarding this case.

Action of the Board

Mr. Katz moved to approve Case #H-14-030 at 1049 and 1051 Camino San Acacio, finding that
the criteria for a height exception had been met and approved the preserving of historic materials
and the 18" height exception was appropriate; on the condition that the applicant adopt the hidden
gutter option. Mr. Boniface seconded the motion and it passed by unanimous vaice vote.

5. Case #H-14-031. 607 Webber Street. Don Gaspar Area Historic District. Stephen Machen,
agent for Stephen and Meredith Machen, owners, proposes to install solar panels on the pitched
roof of a non-statused property. An exception is requested to install publicly-visible rooftop
appurtenances (Section 14-5.2 (D)(3) and (H)(1)(C)). (David Rasch).

Chair Woods recused herself and left the bench. Ms. Mather chaired for this case.
Mr. Rasch gave the staff report as follows:

BACKGROUND & SUMMARY:

607 Webber Street is a 3,000 square foot vacant lot in the Don Gaspar Area Historic District. On May
13, 2014, the HDRB granted an exception to construct a pitched roof on a proposed 925 square foot single-
family residence/studio to a height of 17" where the maximum allowable height is 17' 10",

The building is designed in the Arts and Crafts style with wood trim around windows and doors that
includes sills and cornices and with a pitched gable roof. The trim color will be white and the cementitious
stucco will be "Buckskin”. The roof will be finished with a green-colored simulated standing seam metal.

Now, the applicant proposes to amend the previous approval by installing sofar panels on the pitched
roof. The panels will be publicly-visible, in line with the south elevaticn pitch angle and opposite the pitch
angle on the north elevation. An exception is requested to install publicly-visible rooftop appurtenances
and the required exception criteria responses are at the end of this report.

RELEVANT CODE CITATION

14-5.2(H) Don Gaspar Area Historic District
(1) District Standards
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Compliance with the following structural standards shall occur wherever those exterior features of
buildings and cther structures subject to public view from any public street, way, or other public place are
erected, altered, or demolished:

(c) The use of solar and other energy collecting and conserving strategies is encouraged. The use of large
glazed areas on south facing walls for trombe walls or other solar collectors, greenhouses, garden rooms,
direct gain, or other energy collecting purposes is allowed. When in view from any public street, way, or
other public place, solar equipment shall be screened by the following methods:

() raising the parapet;

(ii) setting back from the edge of the rocf,

(iit)framing the collector with wood;

(iv) in the case of pitched roofs, by integrating the collector into the pitch;
{v) in case of ground solar collectors by a wall or vegetation;

(vi) in the case of wall collectors by enclosing by end or other walls;

(vii) other means that screen the collector or integrate it into the overall structure. Non-glare
materials shall be used in solar collectors.

EXCEPTION TO INSTALL PUBLICLY-VISIBLE ROOF-MOUNTED SOLAR PANELS

() Do not damage the character of the district

The South Capitol District is a wonderful, architecturally diverse part of the city. As you know, we have
private residences, apartments, condominiums, bed and breakfast establishments, and, nearby, one of the
best primary schools in the city. Building styles include traditional adobes, territorial style houses, flat and
pitched-roof brick houses, as well as arts and crafts bungalows, and other designs. There are also many
solar panel installations in the neighborhood, some installed before Historic Styles ordinances were in
effect, and others, such as those an our own house at 613, approved by the Historic Design Review Board
five years ago. Regardless of whether or not these appurtenances were permitted under the current
ordinance, however, they all undeniably add to the heterogeneous character of the neighborhood.

This studio/residence is on a private ulility easement alley, no longer able to be used for trash pickup, with
the new large trucks and automated pick-up. There is essentially no use of the alley—except for our own
cars—beyond the guest house at 611 Webber (on the north side of the alley across from our house.) Our
residence at 613 Webber, across from the new structure, is the only house on the lane that has any view of
the new building—and then only when we are outside in the driveway. We have worked with our
builder/designer to create a structure that —with a modified arts and crafts style— harmonizes with our
house at 613. The only other view of the structure's south face—is at an angle from the upstairs deck of the
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condominium owned by Sandy and Richard Snider at 625 Webber St. The Sniders view the new building
across the east end of our own lot at 613. There is a letter in this packet from them indicating their approval
of the addition of solar panels to the building.

Staff response: Staff agrees with this statement.
(i) Are required to prevent a hardship to the applicant or an injury to the public welfare

As electricity and gas prices continue to rise, and scarcity of resources becomes more and more of an
issue, solar panels will 1) prevent an unreasonable extra expense for utilities, 2) increase the value of the
property in the eyes of any potential future purchaser, and 3) help Santa Fe meet the challenges of
increased energy usage in the coming decades.

Staff response: Staff agrees with this statement.

(iii) Strengthen the unique heterogeneous character of the City by providing a full range of design options
to ensure that residents can continue to reside within the historic districts

As electricity and gas prices continue to rise, and scarcity of resources becomes more and more of an
issue, solar panels will 1) prevent an unreasonable extra expense for utilities, 2) increase the value of the
property in the eyes of any potential future purchaser, and 3) help Santa Fe meet the challenges of
increased energy usage in the coming decades.

Staff response: Staff agrees with this statement.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends approval of the exception to install publicly-visible roof-mounted solar panels
and otherwise recommends approval of this application which complies with Section 14-5.2(D)(9) General
Design Standards, Height Pitch Scale and Massing and (H) Don Gaspar Area Historic District.

Questions to Staff

There were no questions o staff.

Applicant’s Presentation

Present and sworn was Mr. Stephen Machen, 13 Webber Street, who had a letter from a neighbor
who was unable to be present and asked permission to read it.

Historic Districts Review Board August 26, 2014 Page 20



The Board agreed to hear the letter.

Mr. Machen said the neighbor was to the north of his property and looked at the north face of their
roof and the proposed solar collectors.

Mr. Machen read the letter from Mr. James Klebau, 220 E. Santa Fe Avenue, to the Board
[attached to these minutes as Exhibit 2}.

Mr. Machen showed a small model of the house. Ms. Roach passed it around.

Mr. Machen said they went to great lengths to make the panels as invisible as possible and satisfy
the needs for PV and hydronic water heating for the house. They were only 2" high so they didn't stand up
too much and they would paint the backs with the same color paint as the roof so they will disappear into
the roof. As for the panels on the front, while it was a public way, since it was the end of the little land on
which they lived, the only people who could see it was from his house.

Questions to the Applicant

Ms. Mather noted that as the Board was there today there was some question whether they could
accommodate all of those panels on the front.

Mr. Machen said he couldn't because of the gable. There would not be enough room for the
hydronic panels as well as the solar PV panels.

Mr. Boniface thought it looked like 3 panels would be on the rear and asked if they could use two
panels instead of three. The reason was because if they carried them all the way out to the eaves, it would
be visible from this angle and if they were held back, they would not be seen. He asked if they might use
the two at the lower part of the roof and add one a little higher.

Mr. Machen asked that his expert witness address that.

Present and sworn was Mr. Peter Page, 190 Sanchez Road, Corrales, said that would work. They
could separate them. But it would raise the third panel up approximately 3.5' if they took one off the end,
center the two bottom panels and move the third on top. It had to be about 1.5 times the height or
approximately 4' maximum.

Mr. Boniface changed the mode! to reflect that proposed change and moved the panel up. it didn't
appear it would be visible from the road with that configuration.

Mr. Machen asked if that panel would not shade the others.

Mr. Page didn't think so.
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Public Comment

Present and sworn was Ms. Debbie Shapiro, 619 Camino Santa Ana, who pointed out that where
the picture was taken was actually on the Machens' property and not in a public way. They own the end of
the road there. So the actual public way was up to the corner of the property and about a foot that overlaps.
It was only about a thousand feet away that one could even see the panels. It was a strange little lane
because the end belonged to the Machens.

Mr. Rasch clarified that if the public could ga there without trespassing it was a public way.
Mr. Katz asked if there was any resident that had access beyond that.

Mr. Machen said there was a ROW for access to the next property to the east. Although it was
deeded to them, it had a ROW easement so she (the neighbor) had access to the back of her property.

Present and sworn was Mr. Doug McDowell, 1317B Cerro Gordo, said he had worked in this area
doing LEEDS-certified homes, green homes, and solar assisted homes. He was glad that they lived in a
city that claimed to be a green city. It was a historic period now with more people wanting to do sustainable
homes and use renewable sources. As they get less noticeable, solar panels fit into the architecture and we
shouid encourage it and find ways to bring it in. It adds to a new historical part as well.

Present and sworn was Ms. Sandy Snyder, 625 Webber Street, and Mr. Machen’s neighbor
adjoining his property, who said it was a great idea what he was doing. She could see it but was not
bothered by it.

There were no other speakers from the public regarding this case.

Action of the Board

Mr. Boniface moved to approve Case #H-14-031.at 607 Webber Street as presented with one
condition that the three hydronic panels on north side be separated into two panels on the lower
end of the sloped roof and a single panel be 3.5 to 4' up from that location, all centered and noting
that the exception has been met. Mr. Katz seconded the motion and it passed by unanimous voice
vote (including Ms. Mather).

Chair Woods returned to the bench after the vote was taken.

6. Case #H-14-073. 918 C Acequia Madre. Downtown and Eastside District. Martinez Architect
Studio, agent for David Muck and Cole Martelli, owner, proposes to construct a 3,507 sg. ft.
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residence on a vacant lot to the maximum ailowable height of 14- 10". (Section 14-5.2 (D)(9)) (Lisa
Roach}

Ms. Roach gave the staff report as follows:

BACKGROUND & SUMMARY:

918-C Acequia Madre is a 0.237-acre vacant lot located south of Acequia Madre and between Camino del
Monte Sol and Camino Don Miguel. The lot is located in the Downtown and Eastside Historic District and is
reached through a private lane heading south from Acequia Madre approximately 190 feet.

The applicant proposes to construct a 3,507 square foot single-family residence in the Teritorial Revival
Style to a height of 14'10" where the maximum allowable height is 14'10”. Included in the total square
footage are 2,522 heated square feet, and 985 square feet of garage and portals. The residence will
feature the following:

1} EI'Rey cementitious stucco in the “Buckskin” color:

2) Reddish-brown brick coping;

3) Painted wood trim and window surrounds (color not specified)

4) Square painted wooden portal posts and railings (color not specified)

5) A bay window on the north elevation, with metal copper-colored roofing;

6) A stuccoed masonry yard wall surrounding a portion of the yard on the north end of the property
and continuing along the north and east lot lines, with pedestrian gates on the north and south
elevations, flanked by pilasters with brick coping.

All publicly visible windows on the west, east and north elevations are depicted with divided lites, but the
type of divides are not indicated. All non-divided lite windows shown on the east elevation are not publicly

visible.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends approval of this application which complies with Section 14-5.2(D)(9) General Design
Standards, Height, Pitch, Scale and Massing and (E) Downtown and Eastside Historic District, with the
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condition that all divided lite windows shall have true or simulated divided lites.

Questions for Staff

Mr. Armijo noted this location had an existing house that got demolished and asked if there was
anything in the code about what had to get replaced there.

Mr. Rasch replied that on a recent case, even though the Board might approve demotion, the Board
could determine if there were characteristics in neighborhood that needed to be re-established at the site of

the demolition. But when the Board approved this demolition, it didn’t specify any requirements so this was
a start over.

Mr. Armijo asked then if nothing needed to be re-established here.
Mr. Rasch agreed.

Applicant's Presentation

Present and sworn was Mr. Richard Martinez, 1524 Paseo de Peralta, who said this was a long lot and
was taken up mostly by the driveway in front. The drive was slated to be made 20" wide, even though the
entrance was 15' wide. So it was a long house. He tried to break up the mass of the house and it was
basically one room wide. It was Territorial with brick coping and white trim to emphasis the various pieces
of the house and to have different elements on the front fagade.

Questions to Applicant

Ms. Mather asked if there were gates on the front entryway.

Mr. Martinez agreed. There were gates there and another one next to the garage. The gates will have
pilasters and have painted white wood gates.

Ms. Mather asked if it would have any exterior lighting.

Mr. Martinez agreed but didn't have designs yet.
Ms. Mather asked about any rooftop appurtenances.
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Mr. Martinez said there would be but none that would be above the parapets.

Mr. Armijo said the Board had to be careful when demotions were approved. There were three casitas
in a compound at this location for 80 years and now the compound has been destroyed. This was a 3,000
sq. ft. building where at one time there were three 800 sq. fi. structures.

Ms. Roach wondered what the finish on the portal would be.

Mr. Martinez said it was all exposed woad on the outside and would be painted white.

Ms. Roach asked for the type of divided windows.

Mr. Martinez said it would be simulated divided in the architectural series.

Public Comment

There were no speakers from the public regarding this case.

Action of the Board

Mr. Katz moved to approve Case #H-14-073 at 918 C Acequia Madre with the condition that the
exterior lighting be brought to staff for review and approval, and with no visible rooftop
appurtenances. Mr. Boniface seconded the motion and it passed by unanimous voice vote.

1. Case #H-14-074. 841 El Caminito. Downtown and Eastside District. Justin Young, agent for
Ricardo Mazal, proposes to remodel an existing non-contributing residence by constructing two
portals, raising the street facing yard wall to the maximum height of 6 and replacing two street
facing pedestrian gates. (Section 14-5.2 {B)(9)}. (Lisa Roach)

Ms. Roach gave the staff report as follows:

BACKGROUND & SUMMARY:

841 El Caminito is a two-story, single-family residence constructed in the Spanish-Pueblc Revival Style.
The structure is listed as non-contributing to the Downtown and Eastside Historic District. The residence
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was originally two separate structures, one constructed in ¢.1944 (841 EI Caminito) and the other
constructed ¢.1957 (845 El Caminito). The two residences may have originally been housing for workers
employed at the Applegate House (831 EI Caminito) but were combined in ¢.1970, when a gallery across
the south elevation and addition to the west were also constructed. One additional major remodeling
episode occurred in 2004, when a second story was added to the home.

The applicant proposes to remodel the residence with the following items:

7)  Construct a 50 square foot portal to height of 96" over the front door on the south side of the
residence, featuring structural wooden posts and wooden vigas stained to match the existing wood
trim on the home {color not specified) and a stuccoed masonry banco (color not specified);

8) Construct a 300 square foot portal on the east elevation of the residence, featuring an outdoor
fireplace and chimney stuccoed to match the existing residence (color not specified), structural
wooden posts and vigas stained to match the existing wood trim on the home (color not specified),
a 3’ high stuccoed banco with flagstone cap around the perimeter of the portal;

9) Fillin a 6™-wide segment of a yardwall enclosing the south portal to a height of 3' to match existing;
and

10) Raise the yardwall along El Caminito street frontage to the maximum allowable height of 6’ and
install two wooden pedestrian gates.

Stucco and woad stain colors were not provided, but both will match existing conditions.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION.:

Staff recommends approval of the application which compiies with Section 14-5.2(D)(9) General Design
Standards, Height, Pitch, Scale and Massing and (E) Downtown and Eastside Historic District.

Questions to Staff
Ms. Mather said it didn't seem to have much public visibility, especially if they raise the yard wall.

Ms. Roach agreed.

Appiicant’s Presentation
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Present and sworn was Ms. Paige Young, 3957 Agua Fria Street, who agreed it was basically not
visible to the public.

Questions to the Applicant

Mr. Armijo asked if on the north elevation the post was wood or concrete.
Ms. Young said the posts would all be wood, stained to match existing.
Mr. Ammijo asked if the vigas would also.

Ms. Young agreed.

Public Comment

There were no speakers from the public regarding this case.

Action of the Board

Mr. Boniface moved to approve Case #H-14-074 at 841 El Caminito as presented, finding it has
met the design standards of the District. Ms. Mather seconded the motion and it passed by
unanimous voice vote.

8. Case #H-14-072. 637 Garcia Street. Downtown and Eastside District. Doug McDowell agent
for Helen and Bili Rogers, owners, proposes to construct a 4,015 sq. ft. residence to a height of

21" where the maximum height is 14'6". A height exception is requested (Section 14-5.2
(D)(9)). (Lisa Roach)

Ms. Roach gave the staff report as follows:

BACKGROUND & SUMMARY:
637 Garcia Street is a 0.312-acre vacant lot accessed via a private drive approximately 345 feet east of the
Garcia Street frontage. The site is located in the Downtown and Eastside Historic District.
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The applicant proposes to construct a 4,015 square foot single-family residence designed in the Spanish-
Pueblo Revival Style. The total square footage includes 631 square feet of portal space, a 692 square foot
garage, and a 56 square foot mechanical room. The home will feature the following:

1. Faswall ICF construction covered in “Adobe” cementitious stucco, with 2' rock wall bases at several
locations;

2. Sierra Pacific “bronze” aluminum-clad wood casement, awning, and fixed windows with divided lites
(type of divides not specified);

3. Wooden portal structural members, corbels, exposed lintels and canales with an iron oxide light brown
finish;

4. Rooftop equipment to include six skylights, two evaporative cooling units, five photovoltaic panels, and
three hedonic solar panels, all of which shall be screened from public visibility by parapets;

5. Masonry yardwalls measuring 5'6” high and finished in “Adobe” cementitious stucco, to include a
retaining wall at the southwest lotline and courtyard walls with pedestrian gates (material and finish not
specified);

6. Brick paving under the portals and in the front courtyard; and
7. Exterior lighting (design not specified).

The total proposed building height is 21’ where the maximum allowable height is 14'6”. The applicant is
requesting an additional 4' in allowable height due to slope and has provided the necessary topographic
information to support this request. Additionally, the applicant requests an exception to exceed the
maximum aflowable building height, and the required exception criteria responses are provided below.

RELEVANT CODE CITATION:

Section 14-5.2(D)(9)(c)(ii){F): The board may increase the allowable height for proposed buildings and
additions located on a sloping site where the difference in the natural grade along the structure’s foundation
exceeds two (2) feet. In no case shall the height of a fagade exceed four (4) feet above the allowable
height of the applicable streetscape measured from natural or finished grade, whichever is more restrictive.
This increase in height shall be constructed only in the form of building stepbacks from the street.
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